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INSTITUTIONAL PARTICIPATION IN THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH

ANDSCHOOL BREAKFASTPROGRAMS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In School Year 1991-92, 91% of the elementary and secondary school students in the U.S.

attended schools which offered the National School Lunch Program (NSLP) and 52% attended schools

which offered the School Breakfast -Program (SBP).

Based on analyses of the 1987-88 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS), almost all public

school students have NSLP available (97.3%), but only a third (29.5%) of private school students have

NSLP available. The determinants of whether schools offer NSLP were examined in multivariate

models. Among public schools, large schools are more likely to participate, whereas alternative,

vocational/technical and special education schools were less likely to participate. For private schools,

higher participation was found among larger schools and among Catholic schools, but higher tuition

schools are less likely to participate in NSLP. Although many States supplement NSLP

reimbursement rates, the State supplements are not associated with higher availability of NSLP.

Using data from Year I (1988-89) of the Child Nutrition Program Operations Study (CNOPS),

multivariate models were developed to examine factors which affect whether School Food Authorities

(SFAs): (1) have any participation in SBP (some or all schools in the SFA participate) vs. no

participation and (2) have total participation in SBP (all schools in SFA participate) vs. partial

participation, among SFAs with at least some participation. An SFA which contains more schools is

more likely to have some SBP participation, but less likely to have total participation in SBP. Higher

average enrollment (more students per school) was consistently associated with higher SBP

participation. Higher NSLP daily participation rates and higher percentage free and reduced-price

lunches were consistently associated with greater probability of offering SBP. The availability of

special subsidy rates did not appear to increase participation. SFAs with 40% or more free or



reduced-price lunches _ Were not more likely to offer SBP, after controlling for the general percentage

free and reduced-price meals. Although SFAs with more free and reduced-price lunches are more

likely to offer SBP, there is no additional effect of having 40% or more free and reduced price

lunches, based on the severe need payment eligibility. The level of State SBP supplements was also

not associated with higher participation in SBP.

General Conclusions

(1) Size matters. Schools with higher enrollments are more likely to offer NSLP and SBP.

(2) Level of poverty among students appears to matter. SFAs with higher free and reduced-price

lunch participation rates are more likely to offer SBP. There were no measures of income for

the non-NSLP schools, but a higher percentage of minority students led to higher participation

in NSLP and, among private schools, lower tuition was related to higher NSLP participation.

These suggest an income effect for NSLP availability.

(3) Being a private school decreases the likelihood of offering NSLP. But once an SFA offers

NSLP, public/private ownership has no additional effect on the probability of offering SBP.

(4) There are persistent regional differences in availability. Public schools in the West were less

likely to offer NSLP and private schools in the Midwest were more likely to offer NSLP.

,SFAs in the South are more likely to offer SBP.

(5) Marginally higher meal reimbursement rates (i.e., State supplemental payments or SBP severe

need eligibility) were not associated with increased probability of participation in NSLP or

SBP. In addition, SFAs with higher State lunch supplements did not have lower prices for

paid lunches.

Schools with 40% or more free or reduced-price lunches in the second preceding year are
eligible to get supplemental severe need payments for SBP.
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INSTITUTIONALPARTICIPATIONIN THE NATIONALSCHOOL LUNCH

AND SCHOOL BREAKFASTPROGRAMS

For almost fifty years, feeding school children has been part of the Federal Government's

business: the National School Lunch Program (NSLP) was permanently authorized in 1946 and the

School Breakfast Program was enacted in 1966. Both programs were adopted in the belief that poorly

nourished children may be poor students. A variety of studies have demonstrated the effecLs of NSLP

and SBP on children's diets (Nelson, et al, 1981; Wellisch, et al., 1983; Devaney, Morgan and Fraker.

1986) and some have suggested that school breakfasts improve academic performance and reduce

tardiness (Meyers, et al, 1989; Poilitt, et al, 1978).

To schools across the nation, school nutrition programs are among the most important forms of

Federal assistance. NSLP is the second largest Federal grant to elementary and secondary schools;

only Chapter 1 compensatory education provides more funding. In Fiscal Year 1991, the Federal

government spent $4.2 billion on NSLP and $0.7 billion on SBP (including estimated commodity

donations). In Fiscal Year 1991, 24.2 million children participated in NSLP and 4.4 million

participated in SBP on an average school day. _

During School Year 1991-92, 91% of U.S. children attended schools which offered NSLP

(42.4 million out of 46.8 million elementary and secondary students) and 52% attended schools

offering SBP (24.4 million out of 46.8 million). _ In contrast, Federal legislation requires every county

in the nation to offer the Food Stamp Program. FNS is interested in encouraging participation in these

school nutrition programs. A c_tical first step is ensuring that schools offer the programs.

Currently, any school in the nation may participate in these two programs if it abides by

program regulations, which govern free meals, maximum prices for reduced-price meals,

b These are the average number of children receiving meals per day, adjusted to account for
absenteeism.

These estimates are based on the Food and Nutrition Service's (FNS's) estimates of enrollment

in program schools in SY 1991-92 and the Department of Education's projections for
elementary and secondary enrollment. Preliminary FNS data indicate that 87,530 schools were
in NSLP and 45,332 schools were in SBP.
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reimbursement levels, menu planning, and related Federal requirements, such as accounting and civil

rights, d School food service must be a non-profit operation, whether revenues derive from NSLP,

SBP or other food service activity. At the local level, NSLP and SBP are administered by School

Food Authorities (SFAs). For public schools, SFAs are usually the school district. Among private

schools, the SFAs are usually individual schools, although there are some districts (e.g., parochial

districts). During part of the 1980s some private schools were banned from the program. The 1981

Onmibus Budget Reconciliation Act barred participation by schools with annual tuition over $1,50{).

This tuition cap was increased to $2,000 in 1986 and eventually eliminated as of July 1, 1987. In

1986 and 1988, Federal reimbursement to SBP was increased, which may have made the program

more attractive to schools.

As part of the Child Nutrition and WIC Amendments of 1989 (P.L. 101-147), special grants

were made available to States to help defray the costs of starting up new School Breakfast Programs

and to encourage the growth of SBP._ Since that time, the number of schools offering SBP has

increased. The data used in this study are from the period before these start-up funds were available.

Both NSLP and SBP are structured similarly:

o free meals are for children from families with incomes under 130% of poverty;

o reduced-price meals (whose prices are Federally capped at 40 cents for lunches and

30 cents for breakfasts) are for children from families with incomes between 130 and

185% of poverty; and

o paid meals (with prices set by schools) are for children from families with incomes

over 185% of poverty.

Student eligibility is generally established through applications filed by parents at the beginning of

every school year. Children may also be certified as eligible for free meals if their households receive

food stamps or AFDC. In many areas, children can be directly certified for free meals, based on

,5 This decision may be made by the school, but it is often the case that SFAs make the decision
for the whole district.

¢ P.L. 101-147 authorized $3 million in FY 1990 and $5 million for each of FY 1991-94 to

provide competitive grants to States to cover certain costs of starting an SBP. P.L. 101~147
also required State agencies to conduct outreach by providing SBP information to school
boards and local officials in areas with large numbers of Iow-income children, but no SBP.
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information about receipt of food stamps, based on information provided to SFAs by Food Stamp

Program agencies.

The Federal Government pays subsidies to schools based on the number of free, reduced-price

and paid meals served. Free lunches and breakfasts receive the highest subsidy rates, while paid meals

receive modest subsidies. SFAs serving high proportions of free or reduced-price meals may receive

extra funding. For the NSLP, SFAs which served 60% or more free and reduced-price lunches during

tile second preceding, school year receive an additional 2 cents for each lunch served. For the SBP,

SFAs may receive higher rates for free and reduced-price breakfasts (referred to as "severe need" rates)

for schools in which 40% or more of the lunches served during the second preceding school year were

free or reduced-price. Some SFAs with schools eligible for severe need rates elect to not receive these

higher rates because of additional record-keeping and reporting requirements.

The fact that a school does not offer NSLP or SBP does not necessarily mean that it has no

food service. For example, some private boarding schools offer meals without Federal assistance.

This analysis could not distinguish schools which offer independent food service from those with no

food service at all. Little is known about independent food service, but it is likely that their meals are

more expensive for students and that low-income students are less likely to receive subsidized meals.

B AC KG ROUND

Relatively little research has examined why some schools offer NSLP and SBP. Only one

study has examined non-participation in NSLP. The 1980-81 National Evaluation of School Nutrition

Programs (NESNP-1, Wellisch, et al. 1983) administered a mail survey to a nationally representative

sample of public schools, including a modest number of schools with no lunch programs. About half

of the schools that did not offer NSLP were vocational/technical schools. Unfortunately, NESNP-1 did

not survey private schools, where non-participation in NSLP is far more common.

Somewhat more is known about SBP participation. The most complete analysis of SBP

availability was conducted by FNS more than 10 years ago (Zorn, 1980) using 1977-78 survey data.

SBP schools were found to have larger enrollments and higher percentages of free and reduced-price

lunches than non-SBP schools. Although elementary schools were more likely to offer SBP, this



relationship was no longer significant after controlling for other factors in multivariate analyses. As

reported in this study, SBP participation was not affected by the amount of time between the arrival of

teachers and administrators and the beginning of classes or by the percentage of students who ride the

bus more than 30 minutes. Nonetheless, school food administrators often cite problems about

scheduling or transportation as major impediments to SBP participation (see Tables 1 and 2 below).

Two other studies did simple comparisons of schools participating and not participating in

SBP. In NESNP-1, schools offering school breakfasts tended to have a higher non-white population

and to have lower expenditures-per-pupil than non-SBP schools (Wellisch et al., 1983). A 1983-84

survey of schools participating in NSLP found that schools offering the SBP were more likely to be

elementary schools, to Be in the South or Northeast and to have more free and reduced-price meals

(Jefferson, 1986).

What are the reasons school administrators give for offering or not offering SBP? Tables 1

and 2 review explanations given by school administrators for participating in SBP found in the Child

Nutrition Program Operations Study (CNOPS) for SY 1988-89. Table 1 shows the reasons for

participation given by SFAs who are in SBP (no questions were asked of those SFAs not in SBP).

Table 2 shows the reasons that some schools do not offer SBP, among SFAs with partial participation.

These questions were not asked of SFAs that did not participate in SBP at all. Most of the reasons/'or

participation tended to focus on the extent to which the program promoted the children's well-being,

while most of the reasons for non-participation were pragmatic operational or cost-related reasons. To

overcome the problem of opening early, SBP funds could be used to pay teachers or other staff to

oversee the program, if these are provided solely to oversee SBP services. While administrators often

cited problems of transportation, it is worth remembering that Zorn (1980) found no differences in

participating and non-participating schools' early morning schedules or percentage of children riding

buses.

4



Table 1. Reasons'for Participation in School Breakfast Program (SBP) Given by School Food
Authorities (SFAs) That Participate Fully or Partially

Reason PercentofSFAs*

Nutritionalneedsof students 43%

Povertyofstudents 30
Well-fedchildrenlearnbetter 28

Expecthighparticipation 10
Schoolboardinterest 7
Severe-needrate 6

MandatedbyState 6
Parentalinterest 4

Extended day/bus arrives early 3
Federalsubsidy 3

* More than one answer could be offered

Table 2. Reasons Why Some Schools Do Not Participate Given by SFAs with Partial
Participation in SBP

Reason PercentofSFAs*

Problemopeningearly 27%
Expectlowparticipation 21
Notransportation 17
Noschoolboardinterest 14
ToofewIow-incomestudents 10

No fi)od preparation/service facilities 8
Believebreakfastshouldbe at home 8

Believesubsidywon'tcovercost 5
Currently testing program in some schools 4
Noparentalinterest 1
Other 8

* More than one answer could be given

Note: Tables 1 and 2 are reproduced from St. Pierre, et al., 1991



METHODOLOGY

Dam Bases

Analyses of NSLP participation are .based on the 1987-88 Schools and Staffing Survey

(SASS), which included nationally representative mail surveys of 10,785 public and private schools

conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics (Ancarrow and Gerald, 1990). SASS was

not designed to address school feeding issues, but it did ask whether schools offered the NSLP. f This

was included since the percentage of students in the free and reduced-price school lunch program is

one of the most common indicators of poverty among schools' enrolled children. SASS did not ask

about SBP.

Analyses of SBP participation are based on Year I (1988-89) of the Child Nutrition Program

Operations Study (CNOPS), conducted by Abt Associates for the Food and Nutrition Service, USDA

(St. Pierre, et 'al. 1991). CNOPS was a nationally representative mail and phone survey of School

Food Authorities (SFAs) which focused on school food service issues. An SFA is the local

administrative body responsible for managing the NSLP and SBP and for interacting with State and

Federal officials. For public schools, the SFA is usually (but not always) the public school district.

For private schools, the SFA is usually the individual private school, although sometimes private

schools may be organized in districts or dioceses and form multi-school SFAs. CNOPS did not

include any schools or school districts which did not participate in NSLP. But since most schools are

in NSLP, the effect (except perhaps among private schools) with respect to SBP participation issues is

marginal, g

t Actually SASS asked if schools served free and reduced-price lunches, which theoretically
leaves open the possibility of schools which serve only paid lunches. However, examination
of 650 public schools and 136 private SFAs in the Child Nutrition Program Operations data
base revealed that there were no cases of schools participating in NSLP without any free and
reduced-price lunches. Thus, it can be safely inferred that the SASS question identifies
schools offering the NSLP.

There were fewer schools offering SBP when the CNOPS data were collected. In FY 1988
and 1989, about 40% of NSLP schools offered SBP. Preliminary data for 1992 indicated that
about 52% of the NSLP schools offer SBP.
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There are substantial missing data in CNOPS. Many of the SFAs in the phone survey did not

complete the mail survey and vice versa. Although 1,748 SFAs were in the combined mail and phone

surveys, the unweighted sample sizes for the schools in the SBP multivariate analyses were 783 and

743 (respectively), less than half of the total SFAs sampled. However, the proportions of SFAs with

no, partial and full participation in SBP were similar between our effective samples and the overall

samples (as reported in St. Pierre, et al., 1991), suggesting that bias may not be serious. Nonetheless,

this loss of sample is distressing.

Both data sets were augmented with State-level data including: 1987-88 average annual public

school expenditures per pupil (National Center for Education Statistics, 1991); the percent of the State

population living in urban areas; percent of children 5 to 18 years old living in families with incomes

under 130% of poverty for 1986-88 h (Plomick, 1990); and State-funded meal subsidies for school

lunches and breakfasts (Abt Associates, 1990). Federal legislation requires that States match 3{)% of

the Section 4 NSLP meal payments for SY 1980-81; in some cases States may make these matching

payments through supplementing Federal reimbursement rates for meals made to SFAs. States may

also supplement payment rates for reasons other than matching requirements. Also included are the

four Bureau of the Census regions, as shown in Figure 1.

Analytical Approach,

Underlying both the NSLP and SBP analyses is an economic model in which schools

participate based on their expectations of whether they can support viable school food service

operations. Since school food service is required to be non-profit, this report hypothesizes that quality

tff services to children and expected viability were the key decision criteria.' This analysis assumes

that school administrators generally believe that providing meals to students is a good thing and would

do so if they felt that a lunch or breakfast operation would be viable.

h The estimates are based on pooled data from the March 1987 - March 1989 Current Population
Surveys, which reflect 1986-88 incomes.

' In contrast, standard economic theory posits that business firms' decisions are driven by
expected profits (Thompson, 1977). Since school food service is non-profit, alternative criteria
are required.
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Financial viability is enhanced by factors which increase expected income (such as higher

student demand for meals or higher meal reimbursement rates) or reduce expected costa (such as

economies of scale in meal production due to high participation or centralized kitchens). A critical

/'actor which both reduces meal production costs and increases subsidies is the expected participation

and mix of low- and higher-income students. Prior research has consistently shown that low-income

students participate more than higher-income students. Thus, a higher level of poverty should increase

the demand for meals. Additionally, a higher proportion of low-income students will increase Federal

meal subsidies. In 'addition to the fact that free and reduced-price Federal subsidies are higher than

paid subsidies, schools with disproportionately high free and reduced-price participation may receive

special "severe need" subsidy rates.

Other factors are also expected to affect school participation. Public/private ownership may be

relevant, independent of school size and student affluence, since participation in NSLP or SBP may

result in greater incremental costs for private schools, such as mandates associated with Federal civil

rights or financial management guidelines, which public schools generally already bear.

The NSLP analyses use binary, logit J models to predict whether or not a school participates in

NSLP:

[Eq. 11 ln[PL/(l - pL)] = Bo+ fi,Sc + fiiEn + l_St

where:

PL is the probability that a school participates in NSLP;

Sc is a vector of variables about the school, including public/private, elementary/secondary
status, and for private schools, tuition and religious affiliation;

En is a vector of characteristics about the enrolled students, such as number of students,

percent black or percent Hispanic;

St is a vector of variables about the State in which the school resides; and

Bs are the estimated coefficients.

Logit models are used when the outcome or dependent variables are categories, like
participate/do not participate, rather than continuous, such msdollars spent. They are
analogous to multiple regression models (also called ordinary least squares or OLS models).
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We can illustrate the independent effect of a variable in terms of the estimated mean change in

probability associated with a one unit change in the covariate, holding all other covariates constant.

The estimated mean change in probability is computed as:

A tx

5p = P(1 - P)B,
_Sx

where P is the mean predicted probability and B is the logit coefficient. For example, in Table 5, the

estimated change of -.15 for private schools means that, after controlling for other characteristics, a

private school is 15% less likely to offer NSLP than a public school. If a public school with a given

set of traits had a 90% probability of being in NSLP, a private school with the same characteristics

would have a 75% chance. The t-statistics (the coefficient divided by its standard error) help show the

strength of association. A t-statistic greater than 1.96 or less than -1.96 has a significance level of .05

or less.

The School Breakfast analyses are more complex because the data were obtained at the SFA

level. While a school has only two choices (participate or not participate), an SFA, since it may

contain many schools, may fall into one of three categories:

(1) the SFA does not participate at ali,

(2) the SFA participates partially (i.e., some schools are in SBP but others are not) and

(3) all schools in the SFA participate.

This analysis adopted a sequential logit approach (Maddala, 1983), which decomposes the participation

decision into two questions: First, does the SFA participate in SBP at all (choice I vs. 2 and 3)'?

Second, for participating SFAs, do all schools participate (choice 2 vs. 3)? The models are similar in

nature:

[Eq. 21 ln[(p: + P3)/Pd = go + fi,SFA + BjLP + g_St and

[Eq. 3] ln[p3/p2] = Bo + 131SFA+ 13mLP+ 13nSt,conditional on some or all schools participating
in SBP,

where:
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Pi is the probability of no participation;

p: is the probability of partial participation;

P3 is the probability of all participation;

SFA is a vector of variables about the SFA (e.g., number of schools, enrollment density,

public or private);

LP is a vector of characteristics about the lunch program in that SFA;

St is a vector of State traits and

lis are estimated coefficients.

A virtue of the CNOPS data base is that it has more information about food service in a school

district, which may affect decisions to join SBP. Using the SFA as the unit of analysis ha_s both

disadvantages and advantages. The SFA is not an intuitively appealing unit, since sometimes it

represents many schools (i.e., a district) and sometimes a single school. If an SFA participates

partially, it is not clear which schools participate. Some research (Wellisch et al, 1983; Jefferson,

1986) indicates that elementary schools participate more often than secondary schools. On the other

hand, SFAs are a relevant unit since they may be the primary decision-makers regarding SBP

participation; the majority of SFAs did not participate in the 1988-89 CNOPS data base. Participation

decisions among schools within an SFA are probably not independent; there may be school-district-

wide decisions about whether to participate totally or not at all.

RESULTS

Which Schools Participate in the National School Lunch Program'?

Crosstabulations

Insofar as the Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) has not been used extensively for analyses

of school feeding issues, an important initial step is t_ produce simple cross-tabulations regarding

participation in NSLP. Table 3 describes school-level participation in NSLP, where the unit of

analysis is the number (or percent in category) of schools. (The multivariate analysis section discusses
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the factors which affect whether schools offer NSLP, but it is important to discuss these tables so that

readers understand their content and interpretation.)

As shown in the very first row of data, there are 105,400 schools in the U.S., of which 78,600

are public schools and 26.800 are private schools. The rows below show the number of schools ('all

schools, public schools, and private schools) which offer NSLP and the percent of schools that they

represent. As seen in the second row, 82,300 schools participate in NSLP in total, representing about

78% of schools in the nation. Almost all public schools participate (96%), but only a quarter (25%) of

private schools participate. In row 3, it is evident that 48,100 public elementary schools participate,

comprising 96.7% of all public elementary schools. Row 4 indicates that secondary schools are just

about as likely to offer NSLP (95.3%).

Perhaps the most important finding in Table 3 is the very large difference between public and

private schools. Because of changing policy regarding private schools, two findings are worthy of

commenc First, this survey took place after the private school tuition cap wag eliminated. There is

some participation among private schools with tuition over $2,000 per year, but schools with higher

tuition generally participate less in NSLP. Second, Catholic private schools are much more likely to

offer NSLP (46% versus 14% lot non-religious private schools and for non-Catholic religious schools).

In contrast, Table 4 displays the availability of NSLP, based on the number of students

enrolled in the schools. Of the 45.1 million students in the nation, SASS estimates that 40.4 million

(89.5%) attend schools which offer NSLP. This is very close to the FNS estimates, cited earlier. The

percentage of students with NSLP available is larger than the percentage of schools with NSLP since

larger schools, especially public schools, are much more likely to offer the program.
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Table 3. Weighted Number and Percentage of American Schools Participating in the National School Lunch Program in School Year
1987-88

All Schools Public Schools Private Schools

Category N Percent N Percent N Percent

(Thousands) (Thousands) (Thousands)

Total Schools 105.4 100.00% 78.6 100.00% 26.8 100.00%
........................................................................................................................

Number and Percent of Schools in Category Participating in NSLP

Total 82.3 78.15% 75,5 96.14% 6.8 25.41%

Blementary 53,3 75.88% AS.1 96.65% 5.2 25,34%

Secondary 29.0 82.69% 27.4 95.26% 1.6 25.65%

Bnrollment

< 150 10.1 44.36% 7,5 86.80% 2.6 18.20%

150-299 16.6 75.42% 13.8 96.12% 2.7 36.08%

300-499 24.4 89.56% 23,4 97.16% 1.0 31.18%

500-749 18.3 94.02% 17,9 98.49% 0.4 29.97%

>750 13.0 93.08% 12.9 97.21% 0.2 21.09%

Region
Northeast 14.8 71.75% 13,2 94.62% 1.7 24.78%

Midwest 25.5 82.15% 21,9 96.26% 3.6 43.24%

South 26.5 80.05% 25.4 97.98% 1.0 14.48%

West 15.5 75.52% 15,0 94.31% 0.5 11.41%

Comm_unity Type
Rural/Far_ing 26.6 83.99% 25.2 95.18% 1,4 26,90%

Small city/Town 20.6 80.82% 18,6 96.63% 2.0 31.75%
Suburban 14.0 73.94% 13.2 96.19% 0.8 16.08%

Urban 20,5 71.73% 17,9 97.13% 2.6 25.35%
Other 0,7 92.40% 0,6 92.38% 0.0 92.68%

School Type

Reg Rlem or Secondary 71.8 81.74% 67.3 97.19% 5.5 27.79%

_lem or Secondary w/

Special Emphasis 3.5 70.47% 3.4 97.68% 0.0 11.84%

Special Baucetion 1.8 72.99% 1.2 92.62% 0.1 49.55%

Altern&tive, Vocational/
Technical or Other 4.2 47.55% 3,6 79.98% 0.1 13.32%

Percent Black Students

< 5% 51.4 74.90% 46.5 95.19% 5.0 25.02%

5%-19% 12.5 78.29% 11,7 97.89% 0.8 20.01%

20%-49% 10.3 89.34% 9,9 97.47% 0,4 30.17%

> 50% 8.1 88.11% 7.5 97.75% 0.6 40.20%

Percent Hispanic Students
< 5% 62.7 78.33% 57.5 95.83% 5.3 26.27%

5%-19% 10.2 75.15% 9.4 97.01% 0.9 22.32%

20%-49% 5.5 78.22% 5.1 97.27% 0.3 19.91%

> 50% 3.9 83.82% 3.6 97.45% 0.3 30.33%

Offers Chapter i 45.8 97.64%

No Chapter 1 29.7 93.93%



Table 3. Continued

All Schools Public Schools Private Schools

Category N Percent N Percent N Percent
(Thousands) (Thousands) (Thousands)

Number and Percent of Schools in Category Participating in NSLP

Pupil/Teacher Ratio
< 5 1.3 38.20% 0.9 75.42% 0.4 16.57%

6-10 8.1 54.13% 7.2 90.76% 1.0 13.93%

11-15 29.1 80.81% 27.0 96.56% 2.0 25.38%

16-20 32.2 87.63% 29,9 98.22% 2.2 35.78%

21-25 9.4 85.24% 8.4 97.49% 1.0 41.05%

26-30 2.0 71.56% 1.7 90.36% 0.2 26.48%

> 30 0.3 49.72% 0.3 75.58% 0.0 13.26%

Level of State NSLP Supplement
0 cents/meal 42,7 79.35% 39.5 95.91% 3.1 25.0&%

i - 4.9 cents/meal 16.1 82.58% 15.0 98.13% 1.1 25.51%

5 or more cents/meal 23.6 73.45% 21.0 95.20% 2.6 25.84%

Level of Annual Public School

Expenditures Per Pupil in
the State

< $ 3500 16.3 84.16% 15.5 97.24% 0.8 23.69%

$3500-3999 25.8 79.17% 24.1 97.10% 1.7 22.00%

$4000-4499 17.4 77.39% 15.7 95.62% 1.7 27.60%

$4500-5499 14.8 74.23% 13.1 96.04% 1.7 27.02%

$5500 + 80.5 73.19% 7.1 92.13% 0.9 28,23%

Tuition Level/Year

< $500 1 9 42.29%

$500-1000 2 1 33.17%

$1001-2000 2 2 21.99%

$2001-3000 0 3 9.61%

$3001-5000 0 1 7.64%

> $5000 0 2 15.58%

Religious Affiliation
None 0.7 13.70%

catholic 4.4 46.27%

Non-Catholic 1.7 14.01%

Source: Data from the Schools and Staffing Survey, National Center for Rducational Statistics

Tabulated by The Urban Institute
See notes.



Table 4. Weighted Number and Percentage of Students Enrolled in U.S. Schools Participating in the National School Lunch Program
in school Year 1987-88.

Ail Schools Public Schools Private Schools

Category N Percent N Percent N Percent
(Millions) (Millions) (Millions)

Total schools 45.1 100.00% 39.9 100.00% 5.2 100.00%
........................................................................................................................

Number and Percent in Category of Students Enrolled in Schools Which Offer NSLP

Total 40.4 89.51% 38.9 97.35% 1.5 29.52%

Elementary 21.6 88.30% 20.5 98.51% 1.1 30.77%

Secondary 18.8 90.94% 18.4 96.09% 0.4 26.48%

Enrollment

< 150 0.9 55.50% 0.7 92.79% 0.2 24.01%

150-299 3.8 76.25% 3.2 96.09% 0.6 36.16%

300-499 9.6 89.95% 9.2 97.24% 0.4 31.14%

500-749 11.0 94.09% 10.8 98.51% 0.2 29.22%

>750 15.1 9B.39% 14.9 97.09% 0.2 19.67%

Region
Northeast 7.4 83.98% 7.0 95.42% 0.4 26.71%

Midwest 10.3 91.64% 9.6 97.60% 0.8 52.81%

South 14.4 91.13% 14.2 98.37% 0.3 18.05%

West 8.2 89.40% 8.1 97.00% 0.1 11.69%

community Type
Rural/Farming 8.9 94.55% 8.7 97.54% 0.2 41.02%

Small City/Town 10.0 92.94% 9.6 97.64% 0.4 43.75%
Suburban 8.7 86.32% 8.5 96.76% 0.3 19.12%

Urban 12.5 85.74% 11.8 97.38% 0.6 27.00%
Other 0.3 98.41% 0.3 98.42% 0.0 98.27%

School Type

Rag Elam or Secondary 36.3 90.94% 35.0 98.12% 1.3 31.35%

Elam or Secondary w/

Special Emphasis 2.2 87.38% 2.2 98.08% 0.1 17.26%

Special Education 0.2 81.26% 0.1 93.82% 0.0 54.99%
Alternative, Vocation&l/

Technical and other 1.6 68.62% 1.5 82.20% 0.1 18.45%

Percent Black Students

< 5% 22.6 86.90% 21.5 96.87% 1.1 29.56%

5%-19% 7.3 89.97% 7.1 97.85% 0.2 25.66%

20%-49% 6.1 96.09% 6.0 97.95% 0.1 37.14%

) 50% 4.4 94.40% 4.3 98.16% 0.1 35.91%

Percent Hispanic Students

< 5% 29,1 89.15% 27.9 97.02% 1.2 31.35%
5%-19% 5.6 88.74% 5.4 97.69% 0.2 2_.99%

20%-49% 3.3 90.21% 3.2 98.19% 0.1 20.27%

> 50% 2.4 95.02% 2.4 99.42% 0.1 42.20%

Offers Chapter 1 21.5 98.57%

No Chapter 1 17.4 95.89%




